We have read with interest the meta-analysis published by Dr Dang and colleagues [1] comparing one-step versus twostep revisional bariatric surgery with band removal aiming to answer a question having an important impact on our daily practice. The main finding was that one-step option is comparable to the two-step option. This meta-analysis deserves however some comments. There was a lack of statistically significant for leaks after sleeve gastrectomy. The value of odds ratio was 2.09 with an important confidence interval. The authors' interpretation of this result is surprisingly reassuring, while it should be interpreted with caution. We have calculated [2] that taking into account a 2 % risk, the meta-analysis should include more than 900 patients (with a doubled risk for one-step, with α = 5 % and β = 20 %). In this way, the present meta-analysis is clearly underpowered and involves a type-2 error.
Dear Editor,
We have read with interest the meta-analysis published by Dr Dang and colleagues [1] comparing one-step versus twostep revisional bariatric surgery with band removal aiming to answer a question having an important impact on our daily practice. The main finding was that one-step option is comparable to the two-step option. This meta-analysis deserves however some comments. There was a lack of statistically significant for leaks after sleeve gastrectomy. The value of odds ratio was 2.09 with an important confidence interval. The authors' interpretation of this result is surprisingly reassuring, while it should be interpreted with caution. We have calculated [2] that taking into account a 2 % risk, the meta-analysis should include more than 900 patients (with a doubled risk for one-step, with α = 5 % and β = 20 %). In this way, the present meta-analysis is clearly underpowered and involves a type-2 error.
On the other hand, the meta-analysis does not meet the quality standards of a good systematic review; only 15 items of the 27 ones from the PRISMA checklist [3] were reported (to cite a few: the abstract was not structured, there was no quality assessment of studies, no sensitivity analyses according to the quality of studies, no biases description, etc.).
Finally (a minor comment), we have also noticed that our work has been referenced two times (#15 and #17)! Because of these several flaws, the present meta-analysis does not answer the question and does not bring us any evidence regarding the safety of one-step procedure. Hence, the present meta-analysis would not alter our daily practice.
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